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STATES REORGANISATION COMMISSION AND ORISSA 
By 
S.C. DASH 


The States Reorganisation Commission, ‘‘a high level” Commission 
to redemarcate the boundaries of different states of the Indian Union 
was appointed by the Government of India in a resolution dated the 
29th December, 1953 and on completion of its distasteful and arduous 
labours for full twenty-one months, it submitted its final Report 
on the 3oth September, 1955. The Commission consisted of Syed 
Fazl Ali, a retired Judge of the Supreme Court and Chief Justice of 
Patna High Court, Pandit Hirdayanath Kunzru, a non-party States- 
man and President of Servants of India Society and Sardar K. M. 
Panikkar a leading diplomat of the Country. In consideration of 
their places of birth, both Mr. Ali and Pandit Kunzru hail from the 
Uttar Pradesh, though the former has spent a major portion of his 
life in Bihar and Sardar Panikkar belongs to that part of Madras 
which will now be incorporated in the proposed state of Kerala. All 
of them were distinguished scholars and had by their merit and 
achievements adorned foremost positions in public life of the country. 
It was therefore most appropriate that the country in general and the 
Government of India in particular had eagerly awaited the monu- 
mental report of this Commission. The Report has been presented 
to the people only on the roth October, 1955 and as the Prime Minister 
said in his on-the-eve of publication broadcast “‘‘I was a little surprised 
at some of the recommendationsS....... Ican well imagine that many 
others who read this report will feelin the same way.” But “No 
report or recommendations could possibly satisfy everybody. We 
have thus to find what is good from the point of view of the country 
as a whole and has the largest measure of agreement and support.’’1 


Before evaluating and appreciating the recommendations of the 
Commission, one has to look to the back-ground a little. It was not 
that one fine morning the Prime Minister had an inspiration and he 
came and announced before the House of the People that the Govern- 
ment of India proposed to appoint a “‘high level” Commission 
to recommend reorganisation of States on certain fundamental 
considerations. The decision came as a sequel to compulsion of events 

1. A.B, Patrika of 11-10-55 page 3. 
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culminating in the formation of the State of Andhra on the Ist Octo- 
ber 1953 and it was clear to the meanest intelligence that unless a 
permanent solution was made to the burning problem of creating 
linguistic provinces, bitterness and disorders associated with formation 
of Andhra would portend to be the normal mode of realising this goal. 
No Government could Jook askance when people take law into their 
own hands and compel it to swallow the bitter pill of an enforced 
decision, After conceding the pressing claim of the Telugus, the Prime 
Minister took the bold step of appointing a Commission and arriving 
at a final decision in order to set all linguistic discontent at rest. Or 
else, it vas apprehended that linguism will prove sooner or later as 
incurable a canker of the body-politic as casteism, provincialism and 
communalism. 


That linguism cannot be the sole criterion for the formation of a 
state specially when that State is to be the constituent of a Federal 
State, needs no iteration; still ‘‘language and culture of one area have 
an udoubted importance as they represent a pattern of living which is 
common in the area.” The British dominion in India did not expand 
on linguistic pattern; it spread in accordance with expediency and 
administrative convenience. The Provinces which later became States 
of the Indian Union were arbitrary creations and any student of 
History was aware of the inequity done to the residents of different 
areas, specially those lying on the borders of adjacent Provinces. For 
instance, Oriyas were fractionalised among Bengal, C. P. and Madras 
and when Bihar and Orissa was constituted in 1912, a portion of the 
Oriya linguistic community was put in the new province under the 
name of Orissa Division which became the nucleus of the Orissa 
Province of 1936. Even Sambalpur and Athargarh ( meaning the 
Sambalpur Group of eighteen feudatory states including Bindra 
Nuagarh, Phuljhar, Sarang garh, Chandrapur, Sukti and Raigarh now 
in Madhya Pradesh) were tossed between Bengal and C. P. from time 
to time under orders of the Government of India until those except 
Chandrapur and Phuljhar were finally integrated with Bengal in 1905? 
Oriyas left behind in Midnapur, Birbhum and Bankura in Bengal, 
Ganjam and Vizagpattam Agency in Madras, Manbhum and Singhbhum 
in Bihar and the remaining chieftaincies of Athargarh in C.P. remained 
under the administrative jurisdiction of their respective provincial 
Governments and as such, they were denied the privileges of learning 

1. Para IV of the Government of India Resolution of 29.1,53. 
2. Proclamation No. 2633 dated r1.9.1905 of the Govt, of {ndia, Orissa (O’Donnell) 
Committee Report Vol. 1f page 41-42. 
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their own language and cultivating intimate contact with their co- 
linguists in Orissa. If thg census figures in respect of Oriyas display 
marked deviations between Igor and 1g21, 1921 and 1931, and 1931 
and 1951, an intelligent student of history will be able to find cogent 
explanation in the historical evolution of Orissa from nothingness to 
a division and therefrom to a Province. What is true of Orissa is 
equally true of other parts of India and it was but appropriate that 
the Nagpur session of the Congress in 1920 adopted the resolution for 
the creation of linguistic Provinces and in order to reveal the inherent 
unsoundness of existing administrative Provinces, rcorganised the 
Congress into different Pradesh Conimittees on linguistic basis. Orissa 
had its Pradesh Congress Committee in 92x with Midnapur and 
Singhbhum as its districts and the Utkal Union Conference, an organi- 
sation pledged to amalgamation of outlying Oriya tracts into a separate 
province, merged its identity with the congress organisation. 


The linguistic provinces resolution received recognition from the 
Government of India and the two Provinces that were created between 
592z and attainment of independence in 1947, namely Orissa and Sind, 
were carved out on this basis. The Philip Duff Cominittee of 1924 
recognised this principle and the Attlee Sub-Committee of the Statu- 
tory (Simon) Commission 1930, considered union of the Oriva-Speak- 
ing tracts under a separate administration ‘an urgent case for treat- 
ment.” The Statutory Commission accepted the logic of redistribu- 
tion of Provinces prior to the introduction of Provincial Autonomy 
and they said, ‘It is extremely important that the adjustment of 
Provincial boundaries and the creation of proper Provincial areas 
should take place before the new process has gone too far. Once the 
mould has set, any mal-distribution will be still more difficult to 
correct.” 2? Despite this display of wisdom, the Simon Commission 
was unwilling to accommodate the principle of creation of linguistic 
provinces and remarked ‘‘If those who speak the same language form 
a compact and self-contained areca, so situated and endowed as to be 
able to support its existence as a separate province, there is no doubt 
that the use of a common speech isa strong and natural basis for 
provincial individuality. But it is not the only test—race, religion, 
economic interest, geographical contiguity, a due balance betiveen 
country and town and between coast line and interior—may all be 
relevant factors.’*3 Still the Government of India while appointing 


1. O‘Donnell Committee Report Vol I page 73. 
2. Para 38 of Volume IT of the Statutory Commission Report. 
Ibid. 
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the Orissa Committee under the Chairmanship of Sir Samuel O’ Donnell 
said in their Resolution No.«#F/r2/V1/31 dated the 18th September, 
1931, ‘‘The Government of India with the approval of the Secretary 
of State, have decided to appoint a Committee to examine and report 
on the administrative financial and other consequences of setting up a 
separate administration for the Oriya-speaking peoples and to make 
recommendations regarding its boundaries in the event of separation.” 
The Statutory Commission in their report had made detailed references 
to the Report of the Nehru Committee of 1928 in respect of‘ their 
views on linguistic provinces and admitted the reasonableness of such 
demands but they were so much apprehensive of the influence of other 
facts that they whittled down the significance of linguistic homo- 
geneity. In deciding to create the province of Orissa, the Government 
of India finally accepted the linguistic principle and authorised the 
O’Donnell Committee to demarcate the boundaries of the new Province. 
The move started from the Congress and it obtained the stamp of 
official approval in 1931. The Joint Parliamentary Committee con- 
stituted to report on the Government of India Act, 1935 remarked 
“A separate Province of Orissa would be the most homogeneous 
province in the whole of British India, both racially and linguistically.’? 
The Committee was not carried away by mere sentiments; it was not 
oblivious of other consequences. Referring to financial difficulties, 
the Committee said, ‘‘The main difficulty here is a financial one, since 
Orissa is now and may well remain a Deficit area. It appears to us 
that any financial difficulty likely to be caused thereby are not serious 
enough to outweigh the advantages which uwill accrue from the 
separation.”® The O’Donnell Committee Report which has been 
accepted by the States Reorganisation Commission of 1955 as the last 
word in respect of boundaries of Orissa, vas not accepted in toto by 
the then Government of India and in this connection, the Joint 
Parliamentary Committee says, ‘‘It is suggested that the boundaries 
of Orissa shall be those recommended by a committee which inquired 
into the subject in 1932 with certain modifications considered desirable 
by the Government of India. We understand that in the case of 
Orissa, the boundaries proposed have given rise to local controversy.” 4 
Thus the linguistic principle was recognised, Orissa which was the 
first such province was characterised as linguistically ‘‘most homoge- 
neous”, the boundaries demarcated by the Orissa Committee of 1952 


1. Page I of Volume II of the Report of the Orissa Committee 1932, 
2. Para 60 of Part I of Vol, I of the J. P. C. Report. 

3. Dbid. 

1 Sbid para 62. 
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were accepted by the Government of India with certain modifications 
and the Joint Committee had taken note of local controversy. Lest 
this controversy might exacerbate feelings among various linguistic 
groups and communities thereby making revision of Provincial 
houndaries imperative, the Joint Committee stated in the same para 
“The White Paper does not refer to the possibility of a future revision 
or adjustment of Provincial boundaries but provision will have to be 
made in the Constitution Act for this purpose.” Behind all these 
recommendations, there was a lurking suspicion of the authorities 
concerned that though the existing Provincial boundaries were unsui- 
table, inexpedient and inappropriate, the Principle of linguistic 
provinces accepted by the Congress had initiated and is likely to 
aggravate demands of Telugus, Tamils, Kanarese, Malayalese, Mahrat- 
tas and Gujuratis and that sooner or later, the Government of India 
would have to implement those demands. This suspicion was given 
expression by the Government of Madras in their memorandum to the 
Indian Statutory Commission where they said, “We may refer to the 
question of re-arrangement of the provinces of India on all linguistic 
basis. This idea has much theoretically to commend it. But the 
practical difficulties seem to be conclusively against any attempt now 
toredivide British India into linguistic Units......... Werenew Tamil, 
Andhra, Kerala, Karanatak provinces to be carved out of this 
presidency in obedience to this theory, a complete re-organisation of the 
administrative machinery would be necessary.”’? 


India attained her independence in 1947 and inherited these 
illegitimate provincial boundaries. The geographical situation was 
still more complicated by the adventitious accretion of territories to a 
few provinces consequent upon merger of neighbouring Indian states 
and formation of States’ Unions and centrally administered areas. 
All Committees and Commissions appointed during the British regime 
to study the provincial boundaries had to reckon with existence of 
Indian States here and there in the map and when these were finally 
eliminated, the resultant provinces appeared still more unreasonable 
and their boundaries untenable. To add to this, independence gene- 
rated a new spurt of enthusiasm in favour of linguistic provinces and 
when there was no longer the need for approval of a British Parliament 
and issuance of an Order-in-Council by the British Crown popular 


aspirations and clamour reached their peak. The Constituent Assembly 


1. JDbid. 
2. Pagé 142 of Vol. IT of Orissa Committee Report (1932). 
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of India appointed the Dar Commission in 1948 to recommend 
measures in this regard and were told by the Commission that though 
linguism was an important cansideration for redemarcation of pro- 
vincial boundaries, there were no less important factors of geography, 
economics and administration to influence decisions in this respect. 
The Commission had however expressed an opinion that when Indian 
States have been completely integrated and the country fully stabilised 
and when Indian nationality is well-established, some of the Provinces 
should be reformed; for the existing provinces were unwieldy, hetero- 
genous and administratively inconvenient. The Congress Working 
Committee accepted these recommendations in 1949 and approved 
the formation of the Andhra State. Non-acceptance of the claims of 
Karnatak led to resignations and organisational conflicts in the 
Congress. The J.V.P. Report practically re-iterated the Dar Com- 
mission approach and this retrograde step was complete when Rajaji 
declared in Hyderabad Congress Session that the linguistic provinces 
ideal represented a primitive mentality. The Congress in opposition 
was the protagonist and its organisational set-up was the living 
embodiment of the linguistic ideal and when the same Congress in 
power, cold-shouldered the move and refused to form linguistic pro- 
vinces despite acceptance of the need for states re-organisation, 
aspirants for separate provinces lost their patience and the debates of 
the House of the People on the problem in July, 1652 intensified the 
popular frenzy. The Telugus had practically forced the issue on the 
Government and within three months of establishment of Andhra, the 
S.R.C. was appointed. It was therefore incumbent upon the Com- 
mission to take this back-ground into account at the time of formulat- 
ing their detailed recommendations. Theirs was not a task of scissors 
and paste on a clean canvas; their task was to suggest a redrawal of 
the map of India on solid and abiding foundations irrespective of 
personal prejudices, predilections and places of origin. lf a new map 
of India is constructed in face of complaints and clamours from various 
quarters, simply because a ‘high level’ Commission has furnished its 
obiter dicta, many healed up wounds will be reopened and new wounds 
inflicted on the body politic. 


The S.R. Commission has made much of ‘“‘the preservation and 
strengthening of the unity and security of India’ and have “examined 
objectively and dispassionately the problem of re-organisation of the 
States so that the welfare of the people of each constituent unit as 
well as of the nation as a whole is promoted.”’3 They have further 


1. Resolution dated 29.12.53 of the Government of Indian. 
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remined the Indian people that “‘whether the states are re-organised 
or not, they are and will continue tb be integral parts of a Union 
which is far and away the more real political entity and the basis of 
our nationhood.” The Commission has therefore formulated a 
‘balanced approach’ and have evolved and simultaneously rejected 
the basic principles of this balanced approach. A search for consistency 
between their principles and practical recommendations is not likely 
to yield fruitful results and judged by the reactions expressed all over 
the country, one may entertain the apprehension that the position 
after the publication of the Report is much worse than what it was 
before the Commission was appointed. 


Multi-faceted viability of the constituent units of a federal state 
is an essential desideratum for the Unity and security of the Union. 
This is not only a truism of political theory; even a “reactionary” 
body like the “Simon Commission” admitted its importance for the 
Indian Federation-to-be. They said ‘‘If tlie time is coming when each 
Province will not only have its own Provincial Government and its 
own Provincial resources but will form a unit in a federated whole, 
it is extremely important that the adjustment of Provincial areas, 
should take place before the new process has gone too far. Once the 
mould has set, any mal-distribution will be still more difficult to 
correct.”’” 


The ‘‘balanced approach” both affirms and negates six valuable 
basic principles which underlie the recommendations of the Commis- 
sion. An analysis of these principles displays the wide disparity 
between professions and practices of the Commission. The Commission 
says ‘‘Problems of re-organisation vary from region to region. It has 
to be keptin mind that the interplay for centuries of historical, 
linguistic, geographical and other factors has produced peculiar patterns 
in different regions. Each case therefore has its own background. 
Besides the problems of re-organisation are so complex that it would 
be unrealistic to determine any case by a single test alone.”3 No 
serious student of administration will urge on the Commission to adopt 
a monistic approach to these complex problems but it is not too much 
to expect of a “high level’ Commission which tool twenty-one months 
to produce its generalised report to examine each claim in the light 
of all the principles enunciated by it in order to find out by which 


1. S.R.C. Report, States-m23 10.10.55 page 7. 


2. Para 38 at page 26 of Vol. IT of the Statutory Commission Report. 
3. S.R.C. Report Para 235, 


Digitized by srujanika@gmail.com 


S. R.C. AND ORISSA 343 
tests a claim can be substantiated or rebutted. This has not been 
obviously done and the treabment of different claims from various 
States shows unmistakable signs of lawyers’ briefs—rather than of 
judicial pronouncements. Any one going through the chapter dealing 
with Kerala and Karnatak will form an impression that the Commis- 
sion was determined to form these states, no matter whatever may 
have been its ‘balanced approach’, whereas chapters on Bombay and 
Orissa reveal determined hostility towards formation of Sanyukta 
Maharastra or re-integration of outlying Oriya tracts with Orissa. 
The Commission has applied its own principles not in cntirety but 
piecemeal in order to justify its own decisions however unreasonable- 
others might construe them to be. Hence no academic discussion on 
merits of a decision is possible. The entire Report looks more like 
that of a Parliamentary Select Committee than that of a semi- Judicial 
Commission. 


Leaving aside the question of other States from this paper, the 
case of Orissa may be taken up in detail. Out of 122 pages dealing 
with various States, the Commission has Devoted 34% pages to the 
discussion of the claims on and of Orissa, and asif they were ina 
hurry to complete the report, they have refused to devote any detailed 
attention to our demands. The Commission treats Orissa as ‘‘the last 
of the territorial units in respect of which proposals ior reorganisation 
have to be considered.” It has considered this unit as of least. 
importance... As “Orissa was carved out of the neighbouring areas 
after a review of its boundaries which was more elaborate than was 
possible in case of any other State, ‘“‘The Commission’ see no reason 
therefore to reopen the decisions of the O’Donnell Committee”.± This 
discovery of the Commission could have been impressed upon the 
Government of India and Orissa so that the former would have exclu- 
ded Orissa from the scope of the Commission and the latter would 
have been spared the expenses and labour involved in preparing the 
memoranda and evidences. Orissa is grateful to the Madhya Pradesh 
and West Bengal for their inactivity in respect of amputation of her 
territory. ~The most remarkable feature of the Report lies in nonparti- 
cipation by the Chairman of the Commission in proceedings relating 
to Bihar-Orissa boundary disputes even though such scruples did not 
deter him and Pandit Kunzru from dealing with Uttar Pradesh, their 
home state and Sardar Panikkar from dealing with Andhra, Madras, 
Kerala, Karnatak, Bombay and Hyderabad. Thus the recommen da- 


1. S. R. C. Report--Part ITI Chapter XVIII 
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tions regarding Orissa are not those of the Commission or at best are 
lo. 
majority decisions. 


The commission says in respect of Karnatak, ‘It lias been generally 
recognised that in the provincial distribution under the British, the 
Kannadigas suffered most, with their areas split up into four units, 
in three of which they were at the tail end and reduced to the position 
of ineffective minorities.”3 This is a historical truth and cannot be 
easily challenged. Under the same British, Oriya “‘arca was split up 
into four units ( Bengal, Bihar, C. P. and Madras ) in three of which 
they were at the tail end and reduced ° to the position of ineffective 
minorities.” The truth of this statement will be evident from paras 
26 and 27 of the S. R. C. Report at page 4. Is it permissible to 
conclude that the Oriyas also sufferd the most ? The Orissa committee 
of 1932 popularly called the O’Donnell Committee was set up by the 
Government of India to put an end to these sufferings. Though the 
S. R. C. looks upon the O’Donnell Committee Report as the last and 
incontrovertible word on Orissa boundaries, it has been shown earlier 
in the paper that the Government of India did not accept it in entirety. 
Further examination of its recommendations was made with the help 
of a few members of the Joint Parliamentary Committe and certain 
changes were made therein. Still the J. P. C. noted the dis-satisfac- 
tion of the Oriyas with the proposed boundaries.® It is not understood, 
why the Commission has attributed so much sanctity toa Report 
which even the British Government of India did not accept in full. 


The Commission could have marked that even though other 
States had put forward many new demands in the light of the present 
conditions, Oriyas have been consistent in putting up those claims 
which had been rejected by the O’Donnell Committee. This fact alone 
should have impressed the Commission that Orissa has no extravagant 
ambition for territorial aggrandisement at the cost of her neighbours. 
Orissa claims as formulated by the S. R. Commission itself Were— 
(1) Singhbhum District of Bihar, particularly Saraikalla and Kharswan 
(2) Phuljhar and Bindra-Nuaghar, ex-zamindari areas in Raipur 
District, a portion of ex-zamindari areas of Chandrapur now in Bilaspur 
District and a portion of Bastar District (3) a portion in South West 
Midnapore District in West Bengal and (4) a coastal belt and agency 
tracts consisting of predominantly Oriya and aboriginal areas in 


1. S. R. C. Report para 320 
2, J. P. C. Report para 62 
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Srikakulam Distruct right upto the Vamsadhara river. these were 
very modest demands which then conceded would not have disrupted 
the economy or administration of any of the neighbouring States 
leaving of course Bihar which would have suffered a great industrial 
loss and Dhalbhum been given away to Orissa but the Commission 
did not agree even to consider them. The Oriyas were advised to 
refresh their memory with O’Donnell Report but similar advice was 
not given to Bihar and Andhra in respect of their demands on Orissa, 
which the Commission took pains to examine on merits. 


The Commission has taken Oriya’s claims on Bihar into consi- 
deration in the chapter dealing with the latter. Oriyas demanded 
the Ex-States of Saraikalla and Kharswan and the Singhbhum District. 
The Commission states that controversies over the two Ex-States are 
comparatively more recent that is since May 1948. These could not 
have been more ancient as these two Indian States were merged with 
Orissa on ist January, 1948 as a result of merger agreements signed 
with Government of India through Sardar Patel on the 14th December 
1947 and were subsequently snatched away to Bihar. This forcible 
transfer took place not on ethnic or linguistic but on administrative 
grounds; for Mayurbhanj merged with Orissa on Ist January, 1949 
and in May, 1948 there was no communication between Orissa and 
these two states except through that State. The two Ex-Rulers are 
Oriyas and scions of Orissa Ruling Chiefs. Historically and geographi- 
cally they were parts of Orissa and a large majority of the inhabitants 
speak Oriya. Had the Commission scrutinised the census slips of 1951 
as they did in case of Kerala and had they taken into account the 
population of the urban areas as they did in case of Belgaum City, 
instead of considering the rough percentage of population in rural 
areas only, their conclusion would have been different. Assuming it 
for a fact that Oriyas did not occupy a compact bloc in the Saraikalla 
or were even less than absolute majority, geographical, historical, 
administrative and economic factors would have compelled the Com 
mission to deal with them in the same way as in the case of Kolar 
(para 330) and Coorg (para 344) where the Kannadigas are in minority 
despite their inclusion in Karnatak. But because the Commission 
recommended transfer of Purulia Sub-District to West Bengal on their 
own logic, they did not like to make Dhalbhum an enclave of Bihar 
by handing over these states to Orissa. There were two other alter- 
natives before them. They could have transferred Dhalbhum to Orissa 
or would have provided a corridor as they did for West Bengal in 


Digitized by srujanika@gmail.com 


Purnea. After this categorical statement in favour of Bihar in Para 
625, they had no other alternative in péra 626 except to ask the Oriyas 
to refer to the O’Donnell committee Report for their demand over 
Singhbhum of which Dhalbhum is a sub-division only. One can easily 
anticipate the purport of para 626 after reading para 625. 


As to Singhbhum, the O’Donnell Committce’s decision has been 
accepted by the Commisson as final and the Commission has spared 
it of the pain of perusal, and scrutiny of that Report. The O'Donnell 
Committee had rejected Oriyas’ claim for Singhbhum on linguistic 
enthnic, public opinion and geographical grounds. The Committee 
analysed the Census Statistics of Singhbhum from zgor till 1937 and 
found out that the number of Oriya speaking persons in successive 
censuses was rapidly declining, without taking into account the fact 
that the Government of Bihar and Orissa did not encourage teaching 
of Oriya as testified by Mr. Dippie, the Inspector of Schools and Mr. 
Ward, the Deputy Commissioner. Description of languages of primitive 
tribes and of the ‘doubtfuls’ as given by the Census Superintendent of 
1931, was accepted as infalliable without careful examination. Accor- 
ding to the Committee, Oriyas outnumber the other linguistic groups 
in the Sadr Sub-Division and with the ‘doubtfuls’ in Dhalbhum Sub- 
Divisions, they are also in majority. The Committe itself remarked 
that the Biharis were less ‘than 16% of the total population in the 
district. If this was so, Singhbhum belonged either to Oriyas or to 
Bengalees and never to Biharies. On the ethnic grounds, the Hos and 
other primitive tribes had their fellow members in the district of 
Sundargarh, Mayurbhanj, Keonjhar, Sambalpur and Bolangir Patna and 
as such from ethnic point of view, Oriyas’ claim on the district is more 
tenable than that of the Bengalees. Public opinion was judged from the 
statements of Mr. Ward and Mr. Scott, the two Deputy Commissioners 
and demonstrations engineered by interested persons. Geographically 
Singhbhum was not connected then with Orissa except through the 
then Indian States of Mayurbhanj, Keonjhar and Sundarghar, though 
there was a direct railway line between Singhblhum to Sambalpur. 
Had the S. R. C. judged the Report of the O’Donnell Committee in the 
modern context, they,could have” found that; there is today “greater 
geographical contiguity and communicational facility between Cuttack 
and Singhbhum than between: Patna ‘and Singhbhum. ™ Judged by the 
test of public opinion, of ,the,seven; Adivasi ‘and two Oriya M.'L. As. 
of the area,iseven in all spoke; in,favourjof; amalgamation,with Orissa. 
Even the primitive tribes demonstrated in favour of integration. 
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Economically, the TISCO depends upon Orissa for its supply of essen- 
tial raw materials and had Jamshedpur been given away. tous, 
Bihar’s industrial importance would not have been very much affected 
but poor Orissa could have derived some economic advantages. 
Besides the river systems of Subarnarekha and Baitarani would have 
come under the jurisdiction of Orissa State. Thus there can be no 
doubt about the linguistic and ethnic majority of the Oriyas even on 
the basis of O’Donnell Committee’s findings.3 The historical links of 
this district with West Bengal may be tenuous and the S.R. Commis- 
sion had been given formidable and mountain-high evidences about 
its historical association with Orissa. The Commission says : “It is 
also impossible to overlook the fact that in an important portion of 
the area claimed, that is in and around Jamshedpur the population is 
so mixed that no State can legitimately claim the city on cultrual and 
linguistic grounds.”’2 In the same paragraph the Commission admits 
that “Singhbhum district is the meeting ground of Ho, Oriya, Bengali, 
Hindi and Santhali. These languages are important roughly in the 
order named.” Thus the Conimission rejects the demand for Sarai- 
kalla on the ground that in rural areas, Oriyas are in minority and 
that for Singhbhum is rejected because Oriyas in urban areas are in 
minority. It appears, as if the Commission could not think of “‘lan- 
guage by itself: in our opinion providing sufficient justification for 
breaking up a district’ 3 and as such, they could not detach Saraikalla 
and Kharswan from the Singhbhum District for Orissa. It is regretted 
that the Commission has not stuck to this principle throughout, and 
in many states, taluks or villages have been detached in pursuance of 
this principle. 


Demand for Phuljhar and Bindra-Nuagarh has been brushed aside 
on the basis of O’ Donnell Committee Report. This Committee discovered 
that Oriya and Hindi speakers were 44 and 53% in language and 28 to 
27% in race respectively Jeaving the Laria speakers as doubtful. “All 
theauthorities are agreed that Laria is a branch of Eastern Hindi” and 
these authorities have not been specified to enable verification. The 
Commission however was impressed with the ‘overwhelming’ evidence 
furnished by the Zamindar, a Malgujar and a cultivator against 
amalgamation and as such fifteen witnesses in favour of Orissa received 
no .credence from the Committee. This was the public opinion test. 


1. O'Donnell Committce Report-Paras 20 to 33. 
2. $S. R. C. Report on West Bengal. I 
3. $S. R. C. Report on Bihar. 
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The Committee however honestly remarked that geographical! and: 
economic connections with Orissa wege better than that of Raipur. 
These were incontrovertible evidences that were accepted by the- 
O'Donnell Committee and endorsed by the S.R. Commission. The 
case of Bindra-Nuagarh was disposed of by the O’Donnel Committee 
on the testimony of a Deputy Commissioner and that of Chandrapur 
was rejected on the statement of a settlement Officer.3 If evidences. 
of these Officers who were loyal to their provincial Government were: 
unchallengeable for the S.R. Commission, Oriyas must curse their lot. 
Bastar was an Oriya state ruled by a Ruler who isa son of Mayurbhanj 
ruling family and its geographical and economic connections are so. 
intimate with Orissa that no one can reasonably challenge our claim 
for Bastar. 


The Commission inspite of its ardent faith on the recommenda- 
tions of the O'Donnell Committee forgot them while treating the case 
of Midnapore. The O’Donnell Committee harped on the frontier 
character of the district of Midnapore and by citing authorities, tried 
to prove that the present language of Midnapore was a mixture of both 
Oriya and Bengalee and not Oriya Proper. Still the Committee quoted 
Dr. Grierson and said, “‘His latest account of the Oriya of Midnapore 
is that in Contai, it is skeleton Oriya so Bengalised as to be called a 
Bengalised dialect of Oriya and that even in Danton and Narayangarh 
where the speech approaches more closely to the Oriya of Balasore and 
is not so Bengalised, it is non-intelligible to the true Oriya Speakers.”’” 
The Committee itself recorded that the number of Oriyas was 5727098 
in T1891 and it fell to 45,01 in 1931. It would not have been diffi- 
cult for the Committee to arrive at a decisive conclusion, had it 
considered the fact that Midnapore remained under the Government 
of Bengal from the days of the grant of Dewani to Lord Clive and 
since 1912, systematic steps were taken to impose Bengalee language 
on the Oriyas of the District. Inspite of this, Committce could have 
given south-west Midnapore’to Orissa but two facts stood in their 
way. The Oriya witnesses demanded the district as a whole and not 
a portion of it. They say : ‘The Oriya witnesses without exception 
made it clear that they were definitely opposed to the transfer of any 
smaller area such as the ‘thanas adjoining Orissa.” The Committee 
justified this ‘demand of the Oriyas and concluded with sympathy 
“whilst the inclusion of half Midnapore would add very substantially 
to the area and’ . population of the new, province, the inclusion of a few 


1. O' Donnell Committce Report-paras 44 to 49 and 52. 
2. Ibid para 4. 
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“thanas would bring little or no advantage.”! The decisive factor 
that weighed with the Committee was the hostility of young Oriyas 
towards amalgamation. The reasons have been given by the Committee 
itself when it says : “It is fairly clear that the younger men at any rate 
desire that Midnapore should remain in Bengal. To some extent, no 
doubt this attitude is due to the propaganda carried on by the Provin- 
cial Congress. The transfer to Orissa of nearly 1 million Hindus 
would appreciably reduce the existing Hindu majority in this part of 
Bengal and is naturally therefore not welcome to Hindu politicians. 
But this is not the only influence that has been at work. For various 
reasons, Orissa during the last century has made less progress than 
Bengal; in literature, science and politics, the Bengalee has outdis- 
tanced the Oriyas; and in Midnaporeat any rate, the prestige of Bengal 
is higher than that of Orissa.”® These are the weighty reasons which 
prompted the O'Donnell Committee to reject the claim of Orissa on 


Midnapore. 


But demand of Orissa before the S. R, Commission was for South- 
West Midnapore only. The O’Donnell Committee had given a histori- 
cal and modern treatment to the Oriya demand and was more careful 
in its approach towards Midnapore because they had to carry convic- 
tion with the advanced ;leaders of Bengal. This approach did not 
characterise their treatment of other demands from Orissa. However 
one could discuss the views of the Committee on merits. But the 
‘S. R. C. have furnished with an ,obiter dicta without any argument. 
The Commission says: “The Orissa case rested in part on the claim that 
the historical association of these areas with ancient. Orissa Kingdoms, 
should be respected. The argument was debatable—Moreover the 
association in this case was not quite clearly established.”’2 All books 
on Orissan History would contradict this view. In this connection, 
one would like to remind the Commission as to what they said about 
Saraikalla and Kharswan when they write : “The historical affinities of 
the two States with Porahat Raj in Singhbhum district and with the 
administration that was in charge of the Chhotanagpur division on the 
other, are held to justify the decision to include them in Bihar” + This 
argument is more debatable and this association cannot be quite clearly 


established. 


Jbid: para 16. 
Jbid. Para 17 
S. R.C Report on Orissa. 
S R. C. Report on Bihar. 
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The S. R. C. has given a summary treatment to Orissa’s demand 
on Andhra. They say: ‘“‘While there is ne case for subtracting any terri- 
tory from Orissa, there is also no case for adding any territory to it.” 1 
In the following paragraph, the Commission talked about 89%majority 
of Telugus in Srikakulam district, as if Orissa demanded its amalgama- 
tion and ended with the statement : “This majority was likewise pro- 
nounced even in the Ichhapuram. Sompeta and Tekkali Taluks. There 
was no reason for disturbing those areas on the tribal areas of the 
west.”? Orissa demanded only the tribal areas and there are no 
arguments against their amalgamation. . 


There is a legal flaw in the Report of the Commission in respect 
to Bihar-West Bengal and Bihar-Orissa boundary controversies. The 
Chairman has kept himself aloof from these two cases and as the 
Commission consisted of three members, this Report is not that of the 
Commission as a whole. It would have been something different, had 
the Chairman given a note of dissent. Nothing of the sort has been 
done and the Chairman who was for some time Governor of Orissa 
and as such was posted with details has not applied his mind to this 
problem. The other two members might have been noted for their 
“independence and impartiality’ as stated by the Congress Working 
Committee but no one with complete ignorance of local details is 
expected to arrive at correct conclusions merely by reading a few 
memoranda and hearing a handful of witnesses. There were three 
associate members of the O’Donnell Committee representing Bihar, 
Orissa and Madras to furnish the Committee with, Jocal knowledge. 
Had the State Governments or legislatures been authorised to consti 
tute local committees as was done in case of the Simon Commission or 
Delimitation Commission, much of local discontent could have been 
avoided. Had it been done, different sides would have argued their 
respective cases and the commission could have rendered their decisions 
in a judicial spirit. That lack of local knowledge of all parts of India 
was a stumbling block is evident from the approach made towards the 
problems of Southern, northern and Central states as against inade- 
quate attention paid towards the Eastern States. This defect could 
have been avoided, had Sir Fazl Ali, the Chairman played his part but 
he unfortunately kept aloof, This aspect should not be ingnored by 
the Government of India before implementing the S.R.C. Report. 


1. 5S, R. C. Report on Orissa. 
2. Ibid. 
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The report of the States Reorganisation Commission can be 
analysed from several other points of view but as the scope of this 
paper is limited, it will not be®necessary to Jook to them. The Com- 
mission was appointed to evolve broad principles and thereafter to 
indicate broad lines on which the existing states should be reorganised. 
Instead of confining themselves to the terms of reference, their Report 
indicates as if theirs was the last word in matters of re-organisation 
and they contented themselves by giving detailed decisions without 
supporting them with relevant details and arguments. Though they 
said that ‘“‘the wishes of the people should be regarded as an important 
factor bearing on re-organisation but they have to be considered along 
with other relevant factors.” Scant respect has been shown to public 
opinion in different States. But in the words of the Montague-Chelms- 
ford Report,” ‘Generally speaking, we may describe provincial patrio- 
tism sensitively jealous of its territorial integrity. Divisions of 
territory which are not made in response to a popular demand are apt 
to provoke wide and deep-seated dis-satisfaCtiON.......esresee we believe 
emphatically that re-distribution of provincial areas cannot be 
imposed upon the people by official action. We are bound to indicate 
our own clear opinion that where-ever such re-distributions are 
necessary and can be effected by process of consent, the attempt 
to do so should be made.”’2 


1. M,C. Report paras 245 and 246. 
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